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AMERICAN AND SOVIET DEFENSE SYSTEMS VIS-A-VIS THE MIDDLE EAST

F, M. Dadant

*
The RAND Corporatisn, 3Santa Monica, Calffornis

T. AN OVEKRRIDING CONCERN

It seems natural co many people that the Middle East should grip
the attention of the world. This strateglc area, credited by many as
being the cradle of civilization, has bdeen a hotbed for trouble since
the dawn of that civilization. Forces spawned within the area and
forces from without have surged back and forth through these barren
deserts and fertile valleys. Even in this age of supeipovers, of rock-
ets to the moon, of nuclear energy and of worldwide pr'lution, the old
Middle East remains important in international politic., To the two
superpowers 1t presents opportunities, problems, dilemmas and, above
all, a common dancer.

The United States and the Soviet Union have one wajor concern in
commen in the Middle East: that any disturbance there does not escalate
into an american-Soviet confrontation with itr accompanying danger of
all-out nuclear war. This common concern manifested itgelf most di-
rectly 1n 1967 when both major powers carefullvy aveided being drawn
into the Arab-Israeli war. It has been evident since that Six-Dav War
in Soviet attempts to dissuade the Arab nations from renewing opes war-
fare--this in gpite of the willingness of the Soviet Unicn to furnish
Arab nations with military supplies. It is also evident in attempts by
the maicor powers to at least give an appearance of negotiating coward
a Middle East settlement.

*Any views expressed in this paper are those of the author. They
should not be interpreced as -eflecting the views of The RAND Corporation
or the official opinion or p~'icy of any of 1ts gevernmental or private
regearch sponsors. FPapers are reprcduced by The FRAND Corporation as a
courtesy to members of its staff.

This paper was rrepared for presentation ar the Fortv-seventh Seg-
sion of the Institute of Werld Affairs, University of Sourhern California,
April 1970,
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There can be no doubt that the danger of a U.S5.-USSR coanfrontation
exists in the Middle East. Such a danger exists, of course, in any area
in which the two nations have overlapping or conflicting interests, but
it seems particularly acute in the Middie East because of the explosive
nature of the situation and because the superpower relations in the area
tend more and more toward those of patrons of opposing cllent states
that are on the threshcld of open warfare.

It appears difficult, however, to construct a credible scenario
leading to superpower confrontation in the Middle East. The United
States, for example, appears very unlikely to move intc the area mili~
tarily, particularly in the wake of Vietnam; litiie else than the immi-
nent collapse of Israel and overrunning of the land by Arab armies seems
likely to cause a commitment of U.S. military force. If an Arab advance
cursued such final objectives, however, Soviet participation would seem
extremely unlikely, so that U,S. intervention in such extreme circum-
stances would probably not risk a U,S.-USSR confrontation.

It is perhaps equally difficult to envisage the Soviets putting
substantial military force into the Middle East. They have a history
of not employing their own troopa either at any distance from their
territory or against states other than those they consider their cwn
satellites.

That both powers would be crawn in and would pursue their respec-
tive courses until collisiou seems doubly unlikely. Mutual recognition
of the confrontation dan =r lessens the probability of its occcurrence
even further. Active 1i:icervention by one superpower on behalf of a
logsing "client” might turn a losing military tide, for example, but
might also insure against a threat to the other side so substantial
as to bring In the opposing superpower.

Despite this, the dangers of confrontation cannot be dismissed.

The United States has identified herself with a commitment to the ex-
istence of the State of Israel--a commlitment that has not been formal-
ized but to which many staterants by government officials have attested.
The Soviets, meanwhile, deepen their commitment to the Arab atates by
continued economic and military aid, and have become deeply embroiled

in the improvement of radical Arab forces--forces that have in the past
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proven themselves to be peculiarly beyond Soviet control. Many con-

i -

ceivable developments could create situations in which each superpower
would find 1t hard to back away without unacceptable loss of prestige
and influence in the area.

Heightening the nuclear danger is the future possibility of Israeli
development of a nuclear weapon. Israel presently has undenled superi-
ority in conventional war capability that wmakes it seem unlikelv that

she would resort to a nuclear threat, thereby opening the door for Arab

'mr'w"”""-'-"wmm“ .

cries for a counter-capability. Their Arab neighbors, however, outnum- -
ber the Israelis by nearly 20 to 1, and the poassibiiity of future mean-
ingful increase in Arab conventional capabilities is always present.
There can be little doubt that in dire cilrcumastances Israel would use

any threat sne felt would insure her existence, and many observers have
speculated that Israel may already have the capability to develop a nu-
clear weanon. Appreeiatine ot this by the superpowers and Avrcb awareness

of an Isrzelil nuclear poter:fal could be & constant irritent in Middle
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East affairs in the next deceade.

Barring a pronounced change in the political complexion oi the area,
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or in the superpower interests and stated or implied comnitments tc Mid-

dle East statea, this concern with avoiding a nuclear confrontation is

ok

certain to mark Soviet and American thinking about the Middle East
through the 1970s. It must be like a heavy hand weighing on ail other

concarns in the area and tempering all superpower moves with respect to
the Middle East.
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II. MAJOR INTERESTS IN THE MIDDLE EAST

In spite of the overriding concern with avoiding nuclear confron- /
tation, other interests in the Middle East appear destined to prolong t
both Soviet and American involvement in the area. Not the least of
these, of course, is the insistent Soviet drive toward expansion of
Rusgsian influence and extension of the Communist revolution. Russian 7
desire to expand southward has a long history, formerly being based .
primarily on a desire for a warm water port that would be free of the

stricture of the Bosporus. It tock a heavy-handed turn when '"Stalin

in 1945 denounced the treaty of neutrally and nonaggression with Turkey
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and demanded joint Russian-Turkish management of the straits azd the = - T e
surreander of three provinces in the northeast adjacent to Soviet Armenia.
With Red Army units atill in Iran, he promoted the secession of Azarbayjan
and Kurdistan in the northwest. Stalin's heavy-handed diplomacy deprived
Russia of an opportunity to update the 1936 Moutreux Convention, which
regulated the use of che straits, and forced Russia to withdraw its
troops froa Iran with immense embarrassment, in the full internaticnal
glare of the Security Council. It alsé drove Turkey, and later Iran,
into intimate relations with the United States."* T
Having alienated the stat:s on her southern border, Russia in 1953
began a program to gain influence in the Middle East by backing at theo
United Nations the Arab claims in their dispute with Israel. Whether
by crafty Soviet design or, as seems more likely, through opportunism,
this program appears to ba an outstanding success since 'today, less
than 17 years later, the Soviet Unicn has {irmly established hersgelf as
a major power in the Middle EaSt."2 "Ironically, the western states
themselves largely created the new opportunities for the Soviet Union."3
First, when President Nasser in 1955 asked the United States for arms
the Americans hesitated because they did not wish to provide Egypt with
veapons that might lead to another Middle East war. As a regult, Nasser
"turned to the Soviet Union and [acquired]...(through the agency of
Czecheslovakia)...about $250 million worth of...armi.“é This was the
modest beginning of a large-scale supply of Soviet Eloc arms to the
"radical' Arab s:tates. Second, the United States in 1956 withdrew its
offer to help in financing the Aswan High Dam on the Nile. After some
delay the Russians in 1958 extended their own offer and Egypt accepted.
Third, the Eisenhower Doctrine, proclaimed in 1957, apparently aliznated

lHureuitz, J. C., "Origins of Rivalry,” in "Soviet-American Rivalry
in the Middle East.'" J. C. Hurewitz, ed., Frederick A. Praeger, 1969,
p. 5.

2Hunter, Robert E., "The Soviet Dilemnma in the Middle East Part I:
Problems of Commitment," Adelphi Papers, Number 59, The Institute for
Strategic Studies, September 1969, p. 1.

3bid., p. 6.

“Ibid., p. 6.
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‘BOTE Arsbs than it impreasaed, being widely inter-reted as outside inter-

ference in Arab affairs, and projected the Sovier Union as the only great
power that seemad willing “o support Arab nationslism and freedom from
outside interference. When the U.S. sent 14,000 men to Lebanon in 1958,
this view wag strengthened and opportunities for Soviet arms sales in

the Middle East increased.

“gince the Russians had no long-atanding position to protect, they
naa rittie to iose and potentially much to gain by change and disruption
in the Arab Middie Bast;“l They -apparently failled to understand tae
nature of Arab politics, however, and to appreciate the conflict between
Communiem and various Arab nationalist attitudes. In both Syria and Iraq
the Soviets supported local Communists who moved too fast, overstepped
themselves and lost out tc Nationalistic forces, Their relations with
Egypt, Syria, and Iraq fluctuated conaiderably as various Arabs factions
struggled for power and regiwes changed in Syria and Iraq. In the mid-
19608 the Arabs, spurred by competition for power within their own world,
stepped up their anti-Israsl activities, This presented new opportuni-
ties for the Soviet Union, whose aid and support were more in demand than
ever. She sold arms to Arab states on very attractive terma in order to
capture the market and gain wuatever influence comes with being an arms
supplier, and increased her economic aid commitments. She also became
vocal :.n aupporting Arab causes.

At firat the Soviets seemad parfectly safe in becoming more deeply
involved in the Middle East. In fact, "until a few months before the
Six~Day War--there was little evidence that the Soviat Union had begun
to consider sericusly that a policy of opporturism could also entail
rilkl."2 In early May of 1957, she apparently 'warned" Syria and Egypt
that Israeli troops were massing on the Syrian border, prempared to attack.
Although patently untrue, these reports started & round of political ea-
calation and military movements within the Arab states until Israel sud-
denly launched what she considered a preventive war on 5 June.

Mid-way in the crisis the Soviaet Union seems to have realized that
events vere getting out of contrel and that total war in the Middle Zast

pid., p. 7.
vid., p. 9.
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alsc ralsed risks for the Soviet Union. She began trying to prevent
woer, but she was too late,

The Six-Day War initially appeared to ruin the Soviet position in
the Arab world., ier seeming unwillingness to save her Arab clients from
a sound thrashing at the hands of Israel--which may have teen more in-
ability than unwillingnesa-~threatened to destroy all the tecent gains
in Soviet influence. In her eagermess 1ot to lose the position she had
gained in the Middle East, Russia undertook a massive re-amming of the
defeated Arab states. The Sovier position in the area Was no: only re-
captured butkincrensed as a3 result, although only at the expense of
further increasing the Soviet commitment to and involvement in an area
where, according to Malcolm Kerr, "it is not within the power of out-
ul Although her control of
events in the area had just been proven to be marginal at best, the

siders to adjust the flame under the pot.

Soviet Union demonstrated that she is unlikely to give up her gains in
the Middle East without a struggle; judging by past performance, she is
almost certain to try to expand them at every opportunity.

The United States has consistently opposed Sovliet expgnsion in all
parts of the world. Alarmed by the rapid fall of all the Eastern Buro-
pean states to Soviet domination after WW 1I, the United States devel-
oped a policy of containment that attempted to ring Soviet Russia with
states allied to and supported by the U.S. and pledged to resist Soviet
expansion.

In the Middle East this took several forms. Military assistance
to Turkey and Iran began during Marshall Plan yeare (1949-1952), and
expanded greatly after 1953. Individual mutual defense agreements were
arranged with Turkey in 1951 and with Iran in 1952. Turkey was admitted
to NATO on Pebruary 18, 1952. 1In 1955 the Bagdad Pact was formed by
Turkey and Iraq with obvious U.S. support but without open U.S. member-
ahip;2 thia Pact was joined Dy the United Kingdom and Pakistan during

1Karr, Malcola H.,, "Persistence of Ragional Quartef:," in "SAR in
ME" (see 1.), p. 228.

2The U.S. was not a signatory to the Ragdad Pact noxr to its succes-

sor, CENTO. ‘Hovever, she {8 an observer at CENTO Council meetings and
a member of the Military, Economic, and Anti-Subversion Committees. See
"U.S. Defense Commitments and Assurances,' Dept. of the State, Aug. 67,
p. 15.
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1955, and finally in November of that year by Iran. In January of 1957,
President Eisenhower prdposed the Eisenhower Doctrine, which was approved
by Congress in March of that year. This Doctrine authorized the Presi-
dent "to undertake, in the general area of the Middle East, miiitary
agsistance programs with any nation or group of natiaeng of thar area
desiring assistance" and declared the U.S. "prepared to use armed force
to assist any nation or group of nations requesting assistance agalnst
armed aggression from any country controlled by international Commu-

Vnism."l

~In 1959 the U.S. Government entered into bilateral '"'Agreements
of Cooperation" with Turkey and Iran.2 7

‘Initiaily, - P--*-d Pact seemed tn promise suc:ess in blocking
the Russians from expansion into the Middle East, even though i: also
tended to alienate states to the south. A coup in Iraq in July of 1958,
however, saw the Iraqi King and Prime Minister murdared. Iraq then swung
avay from ite clcse ties with the Weet and withdrew from the Pact prior
to 1ts redesignation as the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) in August
of 1959. CENTO has proved to be a very weak organizatiou and without
Iraq has seemed to lose what meaning the Bagdad Pact had had.

Although strongly suspicious of Russia because of her post=-World
War II policies, Turkey and Iran have softened their attitudes over the
years. Both of these countries are now engaged in 8 normelization of
relations with the Soviet Union, increasing their trade with Russia
and, in the case of Iran, accepting Russian military supplies.

The old American policy of containment thus appears nearly defunct
in the Middle East, with the Northern Tier both softening and being leap-
frogged by Soviet inroads into Arab states. Yet America is unlikely to
give up her attempts to thwart Russian expansion in this area. She still
tends to view every expansion of Soviet influence as a threat to herself
and to other nations of the Free World, and to see such events as the
invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 and announcement of the Brezhnev
Doctrine as justifying that view. As a result of the Vietnam experi-

ence, America is developing a strong note of caution in her foreign

l"United States Defense Commitments and Assurances,' Department
of State, August 1967, p. 48B.

2Ibid., pp. 16-17.
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policy and a pronounced reluctance to get drawn into entanglements that
would again risk military involvement in any 'peripheral' area. That
the American view of the Middle RBast is vastly different from her view
of Southeast Asia, however, was dramatically demonstrated in 1967 when
innumerable Vietnam doves suddenly became Middle East hawks., Just how
"peripheral' Ameri~ang might consider the Middle East in a new crisis
in that area is a moot point.

Althaugh less important than the possibility of nucleav confron-
~tation and Bussian expansion or America blockage of Soviet influence,
other underlying interests in the Middle East strongly affect super-
power attitudes toward the area. 011, the primary Middle East resource,
must be reckoned among the most {mportant, both economically and stra-
tegically. As Table 1 indicates, the Middle East supplied nearly 30
percent of the World's crude oil production 4in 1967, in spite of much
of the Middle East capacity being curtailed for about a month following
the Six-Day War. It is estimated that America has over $2 billion in-
vested in the Middle East. nearly all in oil, and that America realizes
an income of S1 billiorn per yvear from her oil interests in the area.
Loss of this Ilnvestment and favorable income could not be taken lightly.

The United States herself used only about 2 percent of the annual
production of Middle East oil in 1967;1 loss of this supply would hardly
be seriocus and could easily be made up by increased domestic U.S. pro-
duction. However, U.S. reserves are limited, and it is estimated that
the future increase of these reserves will be outstripped by increasing
consumption. Having access to the vast reserves of easily recovered
Middle East o0ll may therefore become more important to the U.S. as the
70s progress.

The dependence of U.S, allies on Middle East 0il may be more imme-
diately crucial. As Table 2 shows, much of Western Europe received over
50 percent of its crude oil supply from the Middle East in 1967, despite
the month~long boycott by the Arab states following the Six~Day War;

Japan received nearly 80 percent of her crude oill from that area. Even

l"Oil Statistic 1967 Supply and Disposal,' The Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development, Paris 1968, pp. 26-27.




Table 1

WORLD CRUDE OIL PRODUCTION, 1967°%

Country or Area Millions of Tona
Saudi Arabia 129.3
Kuwait 115.2
Iraq 60.2
Neutral Zone 22.6
Abu Dhabi ' - 181
Qatar 15.5
Iran 129.3
Other Middle Eamst 14,8
Middle East Total 505.0
U.S.A. §33.7
Venezuela 184.1
Canade 47.2
Other Western Hemisphere _68.3
Wegtern Hemisphere Totsal 733.3
Western Europe Total 20.0
Libya 83.8
Algeria 38.4
Other Africa _22,0
Africa Total 144.2
U.S.S.R. 288.3
Other Communist Bloc _26.8
Communist Bloc Total 315.1
Par East Total 38.2
WORLD TOTAL 1755.8

7. 1, Connors, "An Examination of the International Flow
of Crude 011, With Special Reference to the Migddle Rast,"
The Rend Corporation, P-4209, October 1969, pp. 9, 13, 17,
20, 23, 25.
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Table 2

WESTERN EUROPE'S CRUDE OIL CONSUMPTION
VS IMPORTS FROM THF MIDDLE EAST®

Millicns of Tons
Crude 01l | Middle East Impor% as percent
Country (s) Consumption imports of Consumption
Bene lux 4o 48 3z_ ol 67
France 67 35 52
W. (armany 93 30 32
Italy 65 54 83
U.K. 86 43 50
Nor./Swed. /Den. 40 9 23
Other W. Europeb 63 22 35
Total 462 225 49 (average)

8Connors, T. T., "An Examination of the International Flow of
Crude 011, with Special Reference to the Middle East,' The Rand
Corporation, P-4209, October 1969, p. 56. Middle East includes:
Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Iran, Iraq, Qatar, Neut. Zone, and Egypt.

bIncludel: Greece, Ireland, Portugal, Spain, Switzerland,
and Turkey.

with new discoveries elsewhere, this picture is not likely to change
markedly. The demand for oil is increcsing in all of the industrialized
nations; cil imports to Western Europe were rising at an annual rate of
12 percent through 1967, and those to Japan were increasing 22 percent
per year.1 Keeping the supply flowing appears vital to both the eco-
nomies and the military machines of America's allies.

When the Arabs shut off the supply to the western nations in June
of 1967, Weatern Europe temporarily appeared tc be in possibly serious
difficulty. However. Iran increased her production and most of the
rest of the shortage vas filled from other areas in the world. Finding
other markets lacking, the Arab nations soon relented ard alloved ship-
ments to the West to be resumed. Even if Russia could gain complete

1Connon. T. T., "An Examination of the International Flow of Crude
0i1, with Spacial Reference to the Middle East,” The Rand Corporation,
P-4209, October 1969, p. 47.
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control of Middle Eagt Oil, therefore, she might have eevere difficulty
in turning off the supply to America's allies for any extended period.
Russia herself exports large quantities of oil to Eastern Zurope
and to Wegtern naticne., and plans to double her production by 1980.l
Although Rusnia has little use for Middle East oil in the near future,
the picture is less clear for the longer run. Both Rugeian and Eastern

European consumption is increasing rapidly, and scme authorities feel

- .that the Soviet -Bloc @8 4 whole may be -an oil import:r by 1980. 4 sub-

stantisl inc-ease in automobiles in the Communist nations could greatly
aggravate the situation. Then, too, Middle East petroleum is much
chegper to extract than Soviet petroleum. In fact, one of the chief
attractions of Middle East oil is its relatively low coet. FKuwait, for
sxample, produced crude cil in 1967 for about 1/8 the cost of Venezuelan
0il pruduction and at sbout 5 percent of the cost of North American pro-
duction.z Much of Southern Russia could probably be supplied consid-
erably more cheaply from the Middle East than from Soviet oil fields.
Cheap Middle East oil could also encourage further Russian encroachment
into West European oil markets, toward which the Soviets have already
nade several moves.

For the even more distant future, the Middle East still sits atop
nearly sixty percent of the woild's vroven oil reservas.3 In spite of
roacent discoveries elsewhere, it would seem unfortunate from the Ameri-
can poirnt of view if such a valuable and extensive resource fell under
control of unfriendly hands. Prom the Soviet viewpoint, a share in con-
trol of this vast resourca and a share in the profits from Middle East
0il must appear as at least an enticing by-product of any increase in
iafluence in this area,

Another underlying interest in the Middle East, the Suez Canal,
has lost much of ics importance. In 1965 this vital watervay carried
225 million tons of supplimes, about 75 percent of which was oil, and

the flow was increasing by over 14 million tons annually.4 Howevar,

lHurevitz, p. 114.

2Connorn, PP. 61=62,
3

Ibid., p. 17.

4"The Middle East and North Africa, 1966-1967," 13ch Bd., Europa
Publicatiouns, London, 1367, p. 885,




-12-

the Canal was closed during the Six—Day7Wai Aﬁd hﬁa;ﬁofryetrbeéﬁ rééﬁened.
In the 2-1/2 years that have elapsed, many changes have occurred. The
initial impact of the closure was to ralse the price of many goods in
Western Europe and to decrease the availability of markets for Western
European products., As one example, the tanker freight rate between the
Persian Gulf and Rotterdam pricr to June 1967 was $3.23 per ton; by
September 1967 it was $16.50.1 However, many alternéte routes have
been developed by now, and alternate means of transportation have im-
pruved, 8o that it is doubtful that an immedigte and complete reopening
of the Canal would have anything like the reverse impact that its clo-
sure had in 1967,

Most prominent among the new developments arve the supertankers
that are being added to the world's fleets., By the end of 1967, only
2 tankers over 200,000 dead weight tons were in service. By November
of 1968, 153 more were on order.2 One estimate holds that one-third
of the world fleet will consist of tankers in excees of 150,000 tons
by the end of 1971. The largest tanker that could use the Suez Canal
prior to 1967, on the other hand, was about 60,000 dead weight tons;
over 50 percent of the world's ocean-going capacity will soon be in
tankers that exceed that size.3

The supattankers would be unable to use a reopened Suez Canal with-
out extensive widening and deepening, and therefore would have to con-
tinue to circumnavigate Africa to reach Western Europe from the Persian
Gulf. A large part of the costs of ocean shipping, Lowaver, is in in-
vestment, insurance, port costs, and the like; adding transit distance
has but small effect on the overall cost of a voyage.4 In additionm,
crew requirements for the supertankers are usually no greater than for
the smaller tankers, making the economies of scale substantial. It has
been estimated, for example, that "A tanker with a capacity for 150,000
dead veight tons can move crude oil 5,000 miles at $1.69 per ton com-

pared to $7.29 for a 10,000 dead weight ton tanker. Construction costs

lNazz Magazine, Septemder 1967, p. 19. _

Connors, p. 32.

3Ibidz, p. 32.

4Connora, T. T., "Some Additional Data on Coste and Distance in
Maritime Foreign Trade,' unpublished.
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y . .. .decrease with increasing tanker size from $220.00 per tom at 20,000 . . o
] dead weight tons to leas than $70.00 at 300,000 dead weight tons. Op-

: erating costs decrease, too, in particular with {increesed opportunities

4 for automation., In fact, the Tokyo Maru, a tanker of about 135,000 dead

welzht tons, will be operated by a crew of 29, while tankers of 50,000

dead weight tons may use 35 men or more. As & result of such changes
not only are detours around gateways like Suez cheaper than they were;
they may, because of the limitations of the gateways themselves, be
- - cheuper than the direct route.“l
In addition to this, the Canal silts up quite rapidly and must be

e TSt T R TR

continually dredged when in operation. In the 2-1/2 vears since its
closure, no dredging has been done; neither have any ships passed

through the Canal, of course, and some believe that turbulence from

Y v

shipa causes much of the normal silting. No one 1is certain just how
much gilting has taken place, but one source estimated that as early
ag December of 1967, four months of dredging would have been required

before the canal could have been back to near its pre-1967 status.2

.y 5 P it T T

By now the dredging opeiation could require a matter of years, and would
be a very expensive operation. With the heavy investments in mammoth
tankers that could not use the canal without additional deepening and
widening, lenders might be reluctant to invest in the canal's future.
The Soviet Union, on the other hand, may be quite interested in
having the canal reopened. To her it would be very useful in further-
ing interests in the Persian Gulf and in areas bordering the Indian
Ocean. That the Soviets are interested in the Indian Ocean was graoh-
ically illustrated by the extended visit of Russian warships to that
area in 1968, when the cruiser Dmitri Pozharsky, a missile ship, and an
anti-gubmarine escort ship visited ports in India, Pakistan, Ceylon,

3
Aden, Somalia, and Persian Gulf ports.

lWohlotctter, A. J., "Strength, Interest, and New Technol sgies,"
presented at Elsinore, September 28, 1967, as the opening address of
the 9th Annual Conference of the Institute of Stratagic Studies on
Military Technology in the 1970s.

2The Economist, "The Canal by Christmas,' August 19, 1967, p. 664.

SvRussta Moves Into Indian Ocean Area,' The Los Angeles Times,
March 8, 1970, p. 1.
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Without the Suez Canal, however, the Indian Ocaan is not readily
accessible to the Russians. Although the 1968 :ruise was made by ships
from the Soviet Pacific Fleet, Soviet Pacific Coasi ports are severely
handicapped by fog in spring and fall, and by ise in winter.l Pur-
thermore, the south coast of Arabia is over 6,100 n mi from the nearest
Soviet Pacifiec port. From more favorable por:s on thea Black Sea, tho
‘same destinationm 18 nearly 11,50C a ml if cne must transit the Medi-
ter:anean,rexit'at Gibralf&frand cifcunnnvigaté Aftic;.rilf,the Suez
Canal were avallable, on the other hand, Soviet ships sailing frum the
Bla-. Saa would require only 3200 n mi to reach the same point. This
short trip from warm water ports on the Black Sea, close to the 1ndps-
trial heartland of the Joviet Union, would be much more attrac.ive to
the Soviets in pursuing economic interests ox maintaining a military
presence in the Indian Ocean area than any presently available options.

Soviet use of the Suez Canal prior to its closure demonstrates
that the Canal would be even more widelvy useful to tﬁem than merely
for maintaining their Indian Ocean interests., Refore the June 1967
closure, for example, the Soviet Union was putting five to seven ships
a month through the Canal with asupplies for North Vietn-n.z

The United States also has interests im the Indiian Ocean and has
maintained a Middle East Force since the end of World War II. Although
it normally consists only of 2 destroycrs and a flagship, this small
force has made many port visits throughout the Indian Ocean area in
past years. Reopening of the Suez Canzl would eimplify America's job
of maintaining this Porce, which 18 currently supplied from the Umited
States Fast Coast via a route of nearly 11,000 o mi around the southern
tip of Africa. With rhe Suez reopened this trip could be cut toc about
6,600 n mi. Perhaps even more importanz, ships could easily be rotated

to and from the Sixth Fleet in the Mediterranean if that were desirable.

However, this decrease in distance from United States East Coast ports

is not nearly as dramatic sz the shortening of the route from the Black

limme Changing Strategic Naval Balance USSR and U.S.A.," Prepared
at the Request of the Committee o= Armed Sarvicas, House of Represen-
tatives, U.S. Government Printing Offlce, December 1968, p. 33.

2Connorl, p. 58.
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“Sea to the Perelan Gulf. On balance, it appears that at present the
reopening of the Canal {s more vital to Soviet intercsts than to those
of the United States.

One ancient interest in the Middle East seems to be of questionable
validity in today's worid: highly regarded in past centurf:s as the
land bridge batwaen the Eurasian Continent and Africa, the Middle East
aow hoid-nlittle attrocrion for this purpose. Only one nor:h-iouth‘
rail line rung through the area and part of thfgris currently unueable;

fﬁbdﬂ.ﬁi;b?QYO1Q}§f;i;6flaéki;§: ﬁi;hwéadﬁf};"technology, people and
goods can be mc/ad so. cheaply by boat and 86 quickly by air that there
would geem to be little reason to incur the expense of improving this
land-bridge route.

Its central location in the Eurasian-African land mass does make
the Middle East a valuable basing area, however. Airbases in partic-
uiar would be useful to the Soviets in moving either cargo or military
forres through the Middle East. Should the Soviet Union wish to supply
quici and substantial military assistance to an African constituent,
fo.r axarple, airfislds in the Middle East would be most convenient re-
fusling Hames. Onlf a few Soviet tactical fighter aircraft presently
have sufficient range to fly from a base in, say, Yugoslavia to even
tha closest point in Africa, to say nothing of making it from a base
in the Soviet Union. On the other hand, nearly any fighter aircraft
could hop rfrom a bese near Baku in southern Russia through an airbase
in Iraq, then to either Jordan or Arabia, and on to Egypt and beyond
if such routes wvere available. Cargo sircraft might find the same
routes useful, perhaps with fewer stops, since tn2ir use would allow
the aircraft to carry maximum loads. '

New developments promise to decrease the importance of even th-t
aspect of Middle Eastern lands. At the Paris air show in 1965, the
Soviet Union displayed s huge new transport aircraft, the AN-22, capa-
ble of lifting some 88 cons for a distance of 3,100 mi., or 50 tons for
6,800 -1.1 From baser in Southern Ruasia, these air-raft could reach

lijane's All The World's Aircraft: 1969-70," Jane's All The
World's Aircraft Publishing Company, Ltd., London, 1969, p. 467.
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" all of Africa and Southeast Asig without a stop. - A large fleat of thess
aircrafr would give the Soviets tremenduus new flexibility in moving
supplics to distant places.

Naval bases in the Middle East can alsc be an asset, either in op-
erating to the west in the Meditarranean Sea or to the south and socuth-
east into the Indian Ocean. As the foviets are already demonstrating
with their use of the facilities at Aleaanderia and Port Said, the
flexibility and staying powver of the Russian fleet in ﬁhe Eéditerranean
18 greatly enhanced by access to ports cn that sea. Ports such as Aden,
on the other hand, give r=2sly access to the Arabian Sea And, as British
experience shows, can be valuable in extending seapower southward and
eagtward. From a base in thie area the Russians could set up a perma-
nent naval presence in the Indian Ocean, much as they have in the Medi-
terranean Sea.

Por the United States, the Middle East i8 not on a north-south
route but could be a stepping stone for east-west sctivities between
the Atlantic-Eurcpean regior aond the Indian Ocean area. The Indian
Ocean, however, is on tre opposite side of the glcbe from the U.S.; in
fact, Ceylon is about the same distance by sea from Seattle through the
Straits of Malaysia as it i{s from New York through Gibraltar and the
Suez Canal. Airbases ir the Middle East would be useful to the United
States as refueling points in reaching areas in and around the Indian
Ocean, but cther routes can be used with no added difficulty 1if they
contain comparable refueling bases, and in some cases would result in
a shorter overall trip. From the U,S. to most of Africa, a route through
the Middle East would be unnecessarily circuitous, although it could be
used in getting to Ethiopia and other parts of Northesst Africa.

A naval bese on the Mediterranean side of the Middle East is less
important for the United States than for the USSR, The U.S. Sixth Fleet
already operates out of Gaeta, Italy and has demonstrated that it can
maintain a permanent presence anywhere in the Mediterranean Sea. Prior
to the Six-Day War, the Soviets had no available Mediterranean basa.

On the Indian Ocean side of the Middle East, however, a naval base has
the same meaning for the United States as for the USSR, The U.S. Middle

Zast Force currently operates out of Bahrain, an Island in the Persian
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Gulf, vhere facilities of a British Ruyal Navy station are r.sed for
logistics purposes. Without the facilities of such a port somawhers

oo the borders of the Indian Ocean, maintaining a permanent naval pres-
ance in that ocesn would be extremelr difficult if not impossible for
either of the great powers.

The stronges® Uiiited Stater interest in the Middle Rast--and pe~
tantially perhaps the most dangercus-—ims ner identification with the
‘continued existence of the State of Israel. Although never formalized,
ihc commitment to this cause seans at least as strong in the U.S. as
, many commitments that have beean the subject of treaties, as can be judged
: from the reactions to the Six-Day War. As recently as March of 1370,
B: ! President Nixon stated that the United States would move to assure Is-
rsali security if the balance of power in the Middle East were dia-
turbcd.l anc Sscretary of State Rogers said, "---we have no intenticn
of jeopardizing tne security of I-rul."2
While trying to discover a way to resch a pescsful Middle East

settlemant that would assure Israsl's sacurity, the United States in
1967 assumad the role, abandensd by France after the Six-Day War, of
peincipal supplier of major arms to lsrsel, first salling har somm A-4
fighter-bombers to replanish wartime aircraft losses, and later selling
; her 50 modern P-4 Phantom jets. The U.S. has simultanscusly attempted
P ! to maintain firm and friendly ties with the modsrate Arab states, such
§ as Jordan, Labanon, and Ssud{ Arabia, and to resuse more normal rela-
{ " tions with the vadical Arad states in the arsa. Apparently feeling

that the U.S. had becoms toc closely identified with Isrsel, the Nixom
administration in one of its first moves attempted to establish--or
reastablish~-an "even-handad'" policy in the Middle East. This was im-
mediataly interpreted by scme as sn abandonmeat of Israsl and hotly
denounced. In the ensuing rhetoric, wvith raids end reprisals increasing
in the Middle Bast and vith the Soviets continuing to supply arms to the

Lug.s. will atg Isrsal 1if Power Balance 1is Upset, Nizon Says,"
L.A. Times, 22 March 1970, p. 1.

2"rext of Statement by Rogers and Bxcerpts from his Newvs Confer-
ance," Rew York Times, March 24, 1970, p. 14.
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radical Arab states, the U.S. seems to have slipped reluctantly back to
being the principal supplier of Israsl. From a pragma.ic viewpoinc, if
tha U.S. 1& to pursue a dual policy of the survival of Israsl and non-
involvenent by U.S. military forcas, the only feasible courase seemn to
be to assure that lsrtael is strong enocugh to protect herself againat
all threats from her A-ab neighbors. The great difficylty comas in
trying to do this without further alisnating the Arab states, further
polarizing the Middle East snd thus dacréajingrAltrican-inflﬁaﬁéa in
the area and back-handedly promoting Soviet 1aflusnce.

The Russians, on the other hand, are probably alsc anxious to pre-
serve Iarael as a state. They have vsad the Arab-Iaraeli struggle to
great advantags in the last few yeara in gaining a atrong foothold in
the Middle East, Were Israel to dissppear, the disunity between Arsd
states could blossom again, raising the dangers for the Russiasns that
aiding one Arab nation wculd alionate othare.

III. EXPANDING SOVIET NAVAL ACTIVITIES

The Soviat Ravr “as incressed significmtly since the end of World
War I1. According to a report prspared by the Amsrican Security Council
and subaitted to the House Committee on Armed Servicas in late 1968,1
the USSR had commissioned 86 destroyers and 250 attact submarines in the
preceding 20 years. These numbers compare to 14 destroyers and 45 attack
submarines built by the U.S. during that period. The raport states that,
"Iwo-thirds of the U.S. auctive fleat is cver 20 years old. Only one-
*enth of the USSR fleet is over 20 years cld."2

Notable as this build-up {s, it may bLe less significant than the
increase in Soviet naval activity {n the Mediterransan wicthin the last
6 years. Prior co about 1964 Soviat naval vessels made only occasional
visits to the Mediterranean and did not cperate there on a sustained
basis. Starting in about 1964 the Sovists began to maintain a constant

presence in that Sea with 3 or 4 naval vessals, By January 1967 there

l"T'he Changing Strategic Naval Balance."”
21bid., p. 13.
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vers 10 or 12 vessels i{n the Soviet Maditarranean Squadron; following
the Six~Day War this fleet was rapidly sxpanded to about 35 vessels.
"When this force was at its peak, ft included s 15,000 ton guided-missile
cruiser with 12 6-inch guns, 3 other heavy cruisers, 5 to 7 missila-
equipped destroyers of the 4300-ton Kynda and smaller Kotlin class, 10
conventional sand 2 nuclear powered submarines, 12 to 15 modern supply
ships serving as floating bases in protected anchorages, and smphibious
landing czafc."l Admiral Sir John Hamilton, former Commander~in-Chief
Allied Forces Maditerranean, stated 'that the presence of this fleet {8
having & profound effect on men's minds. 1In this respect, it is con-~
tributing significantly to the rise of the Soviet influence in the Medi-
terranean ares. "

The buildup continued during 1968 and 1969, reachiing peaks of about
60 ships during exercises in November 1968 and April 1969 and 63 to 65
ships in August 1869, At the latter tims, according to a U.S. Navy
spokesman, there were 20 destroyars and other surface combat ships, 35
auxiliary and support ships, and 8 to 10 submarines operating with the
Mediterranean Squadron.3

Two significant developments have accompanied this Soviet buildup
in the Mediterranean. First, the Soviet nivy must have learned tech-
niques of refueling and replenishmant without access to a major port.
These techniques will help tremendously in divorcing the Soviet fleat
from its home bases in the Soviet Union and giving it a wide-ranging
capahility.6 Second, following the Six-Day War and perhaps as part of
an sgreement that sent some 52 billion worth of war supplies to Egypt
to replenish her June '67 10--..,5 the Soviets gained the use of stor-

age and repair facilities, or nesrly the equivalent of naval base rights,

lime Changing Strategic Naval Balance," p. 31.
21bid., pp. 31-32.

3"Soviet Pleet Grows in the Mediterranean," New York Times, August
20, 1969, p. 12.

6In 1969 the Pentagon reported a record number of 125 Soviet naval

vassals avay from home waters. See '""Soviet Deploying Big Pleet Abroad,"
New York Timas, August 21, 1969, p. 8.

SHuntnr. p. l1l2.
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at Alexandria and Port Said. Use of these facilitiaes is ideal from the ‘
Soviet viewpoint, avoiding the stigma of ailitary bases on foreign soil-- |
against which the Soviets have so often daclaimed~—while enormously in-
creasing the flexibilicty and staying power of the Soviet Maditasrranean
Squadron. :

Another possible expansion of Soviet Mediterranean activities j
also apparently arcse as part of the political coin of resquipping tha
Egyptian military: Soviet pilots reportedly fly Soviet TU-16 aircraft :
(with Egyptian nmarkings) from Egyptian airfields on surveillance mis-
sions over the U.S. Sixth Fluet.l If this appears to be principally
an adjunct of naval activities in the Mediterranean, it is also a double-
edged sword, reprogsenting as it does the equivalent of Soviet airbase
rights in Egypt. The Russisns are also reported to have facilities at
other Egyptian airfields and "staging rights"z in Syria and Iraq.

Buildup of Soviet Naval activity has not been confined :c the Med-
iterranean Sea. In Pebruary of 1968, Admiral Sergei Gorshkov, Commander
in Chief of the Soviet Navy, paid a ten-day visit to India. The follow-
ing month the Soviet Squadron mentioned previously, consisting of the
cruiser Dmitri Pozharsky flying the flag of Adniral Amelko, Commander
of the Soviet Pacific Flaet, a missile ship and an antisubmarine vessel
visited both Madras and Bombay and procseded to other ports around the
Indian Ocean. Their 23,000 mile cruise was the longast by a Soviat
naval squadron since 1945. In March of 1969, three Soviat submarines,
a subtender, and a tanker were reportedly sean off the coast of Caylon.

e

3

The number of Soviet naval vesssls in the Indian Ocean had appar-
ently been iucreasing in recent months. At least two Russian task forces
of 5 or 6 ships each reportadly entered the Indian Ocean through the
Strait of Singapore and the Strait of Malacca, and the Australians sup-
posedly shadowed such a task force off their wvest coast. A major combat

vessel vas in each of these forces. In addition, frequent reports of

lﬂ\nnr, p. 13.

21p1d. , p. 13.

3"Ru.u:l.a Moves Into Indian Ocean Area,' p. 1.
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Soviet submarinss have suggested to soms that the Soviets may be de-
ploying missile-besaring submarines in the Bay of Bcngll.l

Some Indian cbservers seem to take for granted the Soviet Union's
future status as a Naval power ia the Indian Ocean. One noted that the
"arrival of the Soviet Navy means that for the first time since Vasco
de Gama western naval supremacy is faced with a serious challenge.' He
added that, "on the western Flank of India, the Sovie: Navy's appearance
will have incalcyladle effact on the Parsism Gulf," z

IV, U.S. AND U.S.S.R. AID TO THE MIDDLE EAST

In 1954 the Soviet Unlon began extending economic aid to under-
developed countries, a practice the United States has been heavily in-
volved in since the second World War. There are, of course, aspects of
humanitarianisxs in sconomic aid, particularly as practiced by ths United
States. There can be little doubt, however, that both superpowers have
used theilr aconomic aid to one extent or another either in shoring up
a buffer-zone defense against the other superpower or in an attempt to
gain some measure of influence with the aided country. During the
Marshall Plan, for example, a large part of U.S. economic aid went to
Western Europe in a successful attempt to make the countries there eco-
nomically viable sc they could help protect themselves against spreading
Communism.

Since the Soviets atarted from a more isolated position, their aid
has com.rised a more noticeable attempt to gain influence than has
American aid. They have coicentrated nearly two-thirds of their aid in
the Middle East and South Asia, areas which the Soviets would undoubtedly
like to incorporate into an enlarged Soviet defense system.

That ald can be humanitarian somewhat clouds the issue. That it
has been used to esxtend syetems of defense, however, implies that it
can be an indirect measure of the importance a country attaches to a

particular area. In the Middle East, because of the turmoil in the

l"Rullil Moves Into Indian Ocean Area,” p. 1.

2
“"The Changing Strategic Naval Balance,'" p. 34.




-22-

area, the ebb and flow of political powar, and the other interests
oreviously discussed, it must remain an uncertain measure. Nevertha-
less, some comparisons are enlightening.

United States aid to foreign countries continued after World War
II. In the three years from 1946 througk 1948, over $5.5 billion was
granted outright to cther nations, and loans extendad totaled another
$8 billion.1 In the Middle Fast this assistance was all in the form

of loans and the major reciplents were Turkey with §44.5 million and
Irm with nearly $26 million. The only other Middle Easf c;uatriea
receiving appreciable aid in those years were the UAR with $18 million
and Saudl Arabia with just over $14 million.

By the end of the Marshall Plan period in 1952, economic grants
to the Middle East totaled over $250 million and loans had clicbed to
rearly $330 million.2 These were a small part of worldwide U.S. aid,
hovever, most of which was going to rebuild our European allies during
those years. The grants to the Middle East were only slightly more
than 1 percent of worldwide U.S. grants and the loans wvere less than
3 percent of the worldwide total.

In the early 19508, with the economic recovery of Europe essentially
complete, the United States shifted its foreign aid to other areas of
the world., During the Mutual Security Act period from 1953 through
1961, U.S. economic aid to less developed countries totaled nearly 90

percant of all U.S. foreign aid, whereas during the Marshall Plan period
from 1949 through 1952, less than 25 percent of U.S. aid had bean so

All data on U.S, foreign economic and military aid are from 'U.S.
Overseas Loans and Grants and Asgistance From International Organiza-
tions,' Agency for Internstional Development, May 29, 1969.

2None of the figures quoted include any portion of U.S. contri-
butions to international organizatione, which amsunted to nearly $4
billion from 1946 through 1968. In addition to general funds that may
have been app ied in part to the Middle Euat, such as the U.N. Develop-
ment Prograx (U.S. contribution: $624 millioer), U.N. Children's Fund
(U.S. contribution: $265 million), U.N./FAO-World Food Program ($133
millicn from the U.S.), and the World Health Organiration ($121 million
from the U.S.), these contributivns include some spacifically sarmarked
for that area, such as $438 million for the U.N. Relief and Works Agency
for Padestine Refugees.
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directed. In the Middle East, U.S. economic aid increased perceptibdly
after 1953; {t averaged about $190 millicn per year in grants and $200
million per yaar in lcans from 1953 to 1966. As a percentage of world-
wide U.S. economic aid, the amount extended to the Middle East appeared
even more important, with grants averaging nearly 9 1/2 percent and
loans over 12 1/2 percent of the worldwide totals.

As Table 3 shows, Turkey has always been a special case for the
Urited States, receiving about 37 percent of the economic aid for the
entire Middle East region. This is in keeping with the concept of the
Northern Tier which sought to build up Turkey and Iran as bastions
against Communist expansion, the embodiment of the policy of contain-
oent in this region. The other Northern Tier country, Iran, received
about 15 percent of the U.S. economic aid to the Middle East.

After 1966, however, U.S. economic aid to the Middle East decreased
aharply. Grants to the area in 1968 totaled only $36 million, a mere
1.7 percent of the worldwide totsl. Although substantial loans were
made to Israel ($77 million), Turkey ($52 million), and Iran ($40 mil-
lion), total loans to the Middle East dropped to $180 million, about

7 percent of the worldwide total.

USSR economic aid to the Middle East started only in 1954 and can
therefore most appropriately be compared to the U.S, figures since 1953.
Since 1954 Soviet Union credits and grants to Middle East nations, as
shown in Table 4, have totaled about $2 1/4 billion, less than 40 per-
cent of U.S. econcmic aid during that period. However, total worldwide
Soviet aid in those years was only $6 1/4 billion, barely more than
U.S, aid to the Middle East alone. Aid to the Middie East, then, has
been over 35 percent of the total worldwide Soviet program, indicating
the relative importance the Soviets have attached to gaining a foothold
in this area of the wvorld.

In addition to this aid directly from the USSR, nations in the
Middle East have received econcmi~c assistance from Communist states in
Eastern Europe, undoubtedly extended in many cases at the urging of the
Soviat Union. The area has received ncarly half of Eastern Europe's
total foreign economic aid, which has added another $1 billion of
Communist aid to the Middle East.
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Table 3

UNITED STATES ECONOMIC LOANS AND GRANTS
TO MIDDLE EAST NATIONS®

(M1llions of Dollars)

Total
1653~-1968 1946-1968
__Nation Loans Grants Loaus Grants
Iren 519.6 436.2 545.5 .. 432.7
Iraq 26.2 28.7 27.1 29.3
Israeal 651.2 282.1 786.0 369.0
Jordan 22.1 550.8 22.1 556.0
Kuvait 50.0 - 50.0 -
Lebanon 7.3 70.6 8.9 72,1
Saudi Arabia 12.0 27.1 31.1 27.5
Syria 24.1 8.6 24.0 39.0
Turkey 1,184.5 1,008.6 1,314.1 1,148.2
U.A.R, 711.9 290.3 729.8 293.0
Yemen - 42.7 - 42.7
CENTO 18.3 35.0 18.3 35.0
Regional® 18.3 239.7 18.3 262.3
Total M.E.
(Less Regional) | 3,227.2 2,810.7 3,556.9 3,064.5
Total Worldwide | 27,266 33,276 38,782 55,944

3m.5, Overseas Loans and Grants and Assistance from
International Organizacions,'" Agency for International
Development, May 29, 1969,

bIncludes Near East and South Asia.
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Table &

U.S.5.R. AND EASTERN EUROPE ECONOMIC CREDITS

AND GRANTS TO MIDDLE EAST NATIONS®
(Millions of Current U.S. Dollars)

Ragtern
U.S5.5.R. Europe
Total Total

Nation - 1954-1968 1954-1968
Iran 508 331

Iraq 184 -

Syria 233 169
Turkey 210 8
U.A.R. . 1,011 562
Yemen 82 17
Total M.E. 2,238 1,087
Total worldwide 6,296 2,460

4.5, Department of State, "Communist
Governments and Developing Natioms: Aid
and Trade in 1968," RSE-65, Sept. S5, 1969,
P. 3.

As shown in Table 4, the lion's share of this aid has been given
to the U.A.R., which has been the recipient of nearly half of all USSR
and Eastern European aid to the Middie Esst. In the last few years,
however, as Irsn's mamories of post-World War II faded and she began
to pursue a rapprochemant with the Soviet Union, that country has alsc
received considsrable aid from the USSR and her Europeun satellites.
Of the total of $840 million extended to Iran from the Soviet Union
and Bastern Europe, $450 million was negotiated in 1968.1 This nakes
Iran by far the second largest recipient of Communist Bloc aid 21u the
Middle East.

—_—
$200 million of this was a credit from Czechoslovakia that was

not finalized until 1969. Sea U.S, Department of State, "Communist
Governments and Developing Nations: Aid and Trade in 1968," RSE-65,
Sept. 5, 1969, p. 3.
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Economic assistance is not 7th.:”o-n'1y kind of aid giv.n tothe‘(iddle N
East by the superpowars. Perhaps more pertinent to dafense issuas is
the amount of military aid extende to the arsa, and in this activity
both the United States and the Soviet Union have been heavily involvaed,
although with some essential differencas.

In her military assistancs program the United States has extended
over 54 billion in grants and over $550 million in credit sasistance to
nations in the Middle East. Ninety-six percent of the grants, hmvur,
have been given to the two Northern Tier countries of Turkey and Iran—
75 percent to Turkey alone, as indicated in Table 5. Prior to 1968
nearly 70 percent of the credit assistance to the area had also been
extenued to the Northern Tier, in this case all to Iran. Aside from
Turkey and Iran, U.S, military aid to the Middle East has been only in
the neighborhood of $160 million in grants and, prior to 1968, about
the same amount ir credit assistance. ,

Furthermore, the United States has professed and apparently fol-
lowed a policy of trying to maintain an arme balance in the Middle East
nations--betveen Isrsel and her Arab antagonists, snd smong the various
Arab states. A lartge part of her military assistance, for exampla, has
gone to Iraq and Jordan. In the meantime, even sales of military equip-
ment to Israel have been held to a minimum, and at times zefused. Most
recantly, in March of this year, the U.S. Governmant announced that it
would '"hold in abeyance for now' an Israeli request to buy more modern
aircraft, saying that, "in our judgement, Israel's air capacity is suf-
ficiont to meet its needs for the time being."l The U.S. has also tried
to extract an agreement from the Russians to limit arms shipmants to the
Middle East an an effort to curtail military mctivities in the area and
lessen the chance of a full-scale resumption of hostilities.

The Russiana have refused this overture, howaver, and have con-
tinued their supply of arms to the so-called "radical" Arab states, to
whom nearly all of their military assistance has been glven. The UAR,
Syria, and Irag are the principal recipients of this Soviet military
aid. The Soviets make no announcements of the amount of thair wilicary

1

'U.S. Will A1d Israel 1f," p. 14.
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Table 5
U.S. MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
{Chargesble to Yoroign Assistance Act Appropriations)
CREDIT ASSISTANCE AND GRANTS TO MIDDLE EAST NATIONS®
(Millions of Dcllars)
7 o o ‘:oul_.

Lo T T B o —_—trm_f;g' T o T ””)Cﬁaft' By B —
Nation - JAssistance | OCrants Assistance Crants
Iran 1 &4 40.2 399.8 870.5
Iraq - b - 50.0
Israsl c - ¢ -
Jordan c 2.4 e 65.3
Kuwait - - - -
Labanon - - 0.1 - 9.2
Saudi Arabia c 1.0 c 35.9
Syria - b - 0.1
Turksy - 182.8 - 3,0%0.1
U.A.R. - - - -
Yoman - - - b
CENTO - g.3 - 0.7
Regtonar? 27.4 0.4 350.0 838.1

Total M.E. (Less

Regional and

Classified) 47.1 226.8 399.8 4,121.8

Total, worldwide 753 [ 864 2,922 39,208

8y, Overseas Loans and Grants and Assistance from International
Organizations,” Agency for Intesrnational Development, May 29, 1969.

bhu than $50,000.

“Data classified. Credit assistance to Isrsel prior to 1968: 23.9.
Credit sssistance to Jordan prior to 1968: 12.9.

Credit assistance to Saudi Arubia prior
to 1968: 123.0.

d’Includu Near East and South Asia.
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assistance, of course, Already substantial prior to the Six-Day Wer,
Soviat arms shipments to the Middle East suddenly bounded upward in the
months following that war as they hurried to replace a large portion of
the equipment that had been destroysd or captured by the Isrgelis. It
is estimnatad that between 80 and 100 percent of the lost army and air
force equipment was replaced by the USSR and that the equipment supplied
to Egyp: alone was perhaps '"worth as much as $2,000 miilion 1f measured
in terms of the cost of providing similar wastarn aquipmnnt.“l While
Egypt has been by far the largest recipisnt of Soviet military aid in
the Middle East, current arms levels balanced against the losses of the
Six-Day War indicate that sizable aid has been extended to Syria and

Irag as uell.2
Even by the more rigorous standards of modern warfare in Europs,

the squipments supplied to these Arab states by the Soviets is not ob-
solescent. Many are of a type still in active Soviet inventories, and
some have been supplied to the Middle Esst nations beforc the Russians
have given sinilar weapons to their Eastern European satellites. Among
the modern Soviet weapons in Egypt are T-54 and T-55 medium tanks, Mig-
21 and Su-7 fighter-bombers, "OSA" and "KOMAR" boats with '"STYX" surface-
to-surface nilsilexs and SA-2 and SA-3 air defanse niaailes.A

The major portion of Soviet military aid to the Midile East wvas
apparently intended to rebuild the armies that were so badly shattered
in the Six-Day War. This is particularly true in the case or Egypt.
The Soviet's best interests would undoubtedly be served if the Egyptian
forces vere to be more effective when and if the full-scale battle with
Israel wvere rejoined for a fourth time. They may also wish that the
Egyptian army is seen to be more fit, as an added decerrent to Isreel.

The newest development may imply a sharp alteration in Soviet in-
tent, however. The SA-3 surface-to-air missiles are the latest addi-

tions in the UAR, and perhaps the most significant for our present

luuntar. p. 1l2.

2"T'he Milicary Balance, 1969-70," The Institute for Strategic
Studies, London, 1969, pp. 43, 45.

3Four of these missiles sank the Israeli destroyer Blath in 1967.
See New York Times, 23 Oct. 1967, 1:8, and 24 Oct. 1967, 1:5.
4

"Ttie Military Balance," p. 46, and Nev York Times, 3-19-70, 1:2,
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discussion. The SA-3 1s reporsedly designed to operata against low-
altitude aircraft and would therafore be a sigunificant addition to tha
SA-2 system (which the Israelis have proven time and agasin to be in-
affective against low-gltitude flizhts). They were reportedly accom
penied by abouyt 1500 Soviet troops, and their introduction has encour-
aged speculation that the xu3sians may be moving to establish in Egypt
4 complets air defensge syster manned by Ruasians.l

These 1500 military personnel that reportedly accompanied the SA-3
missiles bring the reported total number of Soviet military personnel
in Egypt to about a,SOO.2 (In addition to this soma 600 Soviet mili~
tary personnel are reported to be in Syria.3) These military personnel
in Egypt apparantly have a primary function of training and advising
the Egyptian srmy, where they are reported to be present down to battal-
ien 1evc1.“ The troope with the SA-3s may also be intended to train
Egyptians to man these misgiles, However, one knowledgeable source
estimated that it might be 12 to 18 months before the Egyptians could
be taught to operate and maintain thesc sophisticated systems. If this
is true--and the estimate does not seem unreasonsble--then the Russians
will be easentially the only parsonnel manning the SA-3s in Egypt for
soms time to come.

Some early reporte seem to indicate that the SA-3 missiles vere
first being deployed around Alevandria and airfields outside of Cairo.
If true, this could indicate tha: the Russisns intend as a principal
use of these missiles the prutection of bases where they have geined
de facto military base rights. Such an intent would not be surprising.
By their military aid and their increased involvement in the UAR, the
Soviets have pald a high price for their position and their uce of
Egyptian bases. These bLases have obviocusly become the cornerstone of
Soviet expansinn into the Med{terranzan and, they muut hope, beyond.

If the Suez Canal could be reopsned, they would also be valuable for
expansion ints the Indian Ocean. To needlessly risk the loss of Russian

1"Iorulis ve. Arabe: Comparison of the Weapons and Forc.s of
Antagonists in the Mideast,” New York Times, 24 March 1970, p. 14.
23,000 were previously reported in Hunter, p. 12.
3Hun:cr, p. 12,
4

Ibid., p. 12.
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aquipment and parsennel, or possibly the loss of the bases thnnnclvnn‘
because of their axposura tc Israsli attack during the current activities
or in a renewed Arab-Israsli war, must seem foolhardy to the Russians.
Loss of use of the bases would ceartainly be a big step backward. The
Soviats must tharefore place spacial esmphasis on improvemant of the
Egyptien air defenss system, and further measures tc that end might be
expected.

A dilamma faces both the Soviaets in their attempr to rebuild the
armed forcas of the radical Arab states in the Middle Fast and the United
States in its attempt to maintain Isrseli atrength to a point whare the
Israelis can protect themselves against any Arsb ouslaught. Both of
these attempts nay increase the danger that Middla East warfare may be
renewed and that the superpowsrs, as a consequence, might bs dragged
into an unwanted confrontation. In Egypt, more effective forces and
heaviar Soviet inwvolvement could tempt Nasser into a new adventure,
perhaps through miscalculation or over-confidence, as a new attampt to
capture wider Arab support and secure a Nasserite Pan-Arabism. Nav
arme in Israsl, claimed to be nesded to counterbalancs growing Egyptimn
capabilities, seem to make possihle more daring and sometimes wmore de-
vastating raids into Arab territcries. This also sarves to raise the
temperature in the Middle East snd, although intended to datar the Arabs
by demonstrating Israelil superiority, could serve to goad them into the
very actions that neither the Israelis nor the superpowerz want. In
spite of these dangers, military aid will spparently contilaua. It may
be given reluctantly, but Middle East clients clamor for it and ths
diverging and conflicting superpower interests seem to demsnd it. Hold-
ing it to "safe" levels and types will be 2 major challengs in the 70s.

V. GEOGRAPHIC ACCESSIBILITY AND SUPERPOWER DEPLOYMENTS

From the viewpoint of either the United States or the Soviet Uniom,
the Middle East remains an area that is not easy to reach with military
forces in an emergency. Ships from the United States east coast must
make over a 5000-mile voyage to reach the Middle East. At 15 knotse,
troop ships would raquire more than 28 days to cover this distance.

Not on}y is the voyage long, but the last 2100 miles must be made
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through the reiatively narrow confines of the Mediterrsnean Sea. During
that part of the trip the ships would be exposed to possible actions by
the Soviet Mediterransan Squadron, to submarines in the Mediterranean,
and to aircraft attack from neighboring laud basas. Even if the Sixth
Fleet could control the gez lane, the thrsat frow land-baged air attack
might vequire that all ships be escorted and might mean that some losses
would be sufferad, S :

From the west coast of the United States, the nearast point in the
Middle East--the southeast coast of Arabia, an unlikely place for U.S.
action--is over 12,000 niles eway. To reach Iran or Israel, where U.S,
involvemant might seem more likely, requires further aailing through
confined waters in the Gulf of Oman and the Persian Gulf on the one
band, or the Gulf of Aden and the Red Sea on the other. Ships in these
vaters could also be sxposed to ground-based air attack, and further-
wore would not have the benefit of protection from the Siuth Fleet.

Transport ailrcraft such as the C-141 and the C-5 give the United
States another option for moving forces to the Middle East, although
alr movement also involves problems, The shortast route from the U.S.
to Israel, for example, passas cver France, Italy and Greece. Given
the current attitude of the French Government, permission to make such
flights over Prance 1s q:zstionable. The flight could be routed further
south over Spain, but again overflight rights are doubtful and at best
might require extensive negotiation. Still further south tha planes
z=ight pass through the Straits of Gibraltar and make the entire flight
over water, but this would expose them, too, to the threat of possible
snewy land-based air opposition. Without escorts these transport air-
craft might be exceseively vulnerable to enemy air activities and to
sea-basad surface-to-air missiles.

Trus, the United States 5ixth Fleat has been the dominmnt force
in the Mediterranean Sea for more than 20 years. 7Two aircraft cerriars
are part of its normal compliment of soms 50 or more ships. As ve have
seen, however, increases in the Soviet Mediterranean Squadron nave over-
taken the Sixth Fleet numerically. Although the Soviet Squadron oparates
without aircraft carriers, it does have msny missile launching shipe and

seversl submarinas, and could perhaps call upon Badger bombers for added




support. The Sixth Fleet may possess adequate fire power to remain the
dominant force in the grea, but its position has become uncertain and
its movements are no longer frec from possible challengs.

If it were unchallenged by the Mediterranean Squadron, the Sixth
Fleet could be a significant force in the Middle Fast. Its guns, mis-
siles and aircraft represent a sizgble attack force by Middle Bast stan-
dards. On the other hand, the aircraft carriers themselves might be
Iikely targets for fightar-bombar attack from nearby land bases. If
forced to stand off at some distance for its own safety, the Sixth Fleet
could lose part of its attack potential and perhaps a large part of ite
psychological effect.

The U.S. land forces closest to the Middle Eaet are in West Germany,
from where they could reach the Middle East in a few hours by airlife,
The air route in this case is also uncertain, however, since any route
to the south must pass over either Switzerland or Austris, both coun-
tries whose neutrality the United States would undoubtedly be anxious
to respect. A sving to the weat around Switzerland raises the Franch
overflight question, while a muc.. longer route around France and Spain
poses all the formerly discussed problems about flying the length of
the Mediterransan.

fhe U.3. has one other military aseet that could be applied to the
Middle East. The 16th Air Force, a part of the United States Air Porces,
Europe, has its headquarters in Spain and oparates from bases in Italy,
Greece and Turkey. Although scme of these bases are close anough to
allow actions over a large part of the Middle East, political preblems
raised in recent years pose a question as to whether the United States
vould be willing--or even able--to use these bases for this purpose.

For the Soviet Union, the Middle East is an immediate southern
neighbor. Yet she, too, could find the area not readily acceasible.
Although Turkey and Iran have softened their attitude toward the USSR
and are increasing their trade with her, their memories of post-Werld
War Il activities leave them distrustful of intimate assocation. For
the Russiana, the case of Turkey is particularly important because the

Turkas control the Bosporus. That narrow exit from the Black Sea must

be the passageway for any Soviet seaborne forces launched from Russia's
A
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good southern ports. Through that waterway a 4 or 5 day sail would
reach the sreas along the Eastern Mediterranean.

he international ststus of tne Bosporus was agreed in the Montreux
Convention, which stipulates that non-military vessels have free passage
through that Strait and that military vessels have free passage during
peacetime, provided that Turkey is given 48 hours notice. The Turks for
their part sesm anxicus to preserve their control of the Straits by ob-
serving the letter of the Convention., The Russians, on the cother hand,
frequently abuse the apparent intent of the Convention by submitting
many prior notices which they fail to Fulfill. Even so, it is question-
able how far the Rugsians would be willing to go against Turkish wishes
in moving forces through thé Bosporus to the Middle East, particularly
dvring a war.

By land and by ailr the Soviete seem to be cut off from most of the
Middle East by the two countrias of the Northern Tier. Should they de-
cide to violate Turkish or Iranian air space, on the other hand, even
short-legged Russian fighter aircraft could reach other areas in the
Middle East from bases in the Transcaucasus area. Transport airccaft
would need only a fraction of theit range capabilities on tais youte;
the only need for the new N-22 would be its ability to lift large and
heavy military equipaents.

The transport aircraft nexd not be restricted tc flights that vie-
late the air space of Iran or Turkey; their range would allow them to
use a route over Yugoslavia and the Meditsrranean, although this might
axpose them to sea-based or land-based opposition. Many short-legged
fighter aircraft in Russian forces, however, would be unable to make the
flight from a refueling base in Yugoslavia to airbases ir the Middle East.

In gpite of this seeming isolation, the Rusglan:. as we have saen,
have established a significant presence in the Msditerrsnean Ses and
now oparate with de facto military base rights in Egypt. To the east
thev are increasing their activities in the Indian Ocean, doubtless
hoping to be the major power in that area after the British withdrgwal.
They have also established a significant military presence in tha UAR

and have some 600 military people in Syria.
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VI. CAONCLYUSIONS

In the wake of the Vietnamese war. _.he U,S. is legas likely than
at any time in che last 30 years to beccze embroiled in any military
activities overscas. In spite of ronsiderable private investmants in
and income from Middle East oil, America wmay be unwilling to resort to
milieary force to treserve those inveetments. In &« sense, there seams
to be & trend in some guarters to degrade the jimportance to the U.S,
of the Middle East, especially with the devaluation, 1if it may be called
that, of the Northern Tier.

The Northern Tier in the Middle Easi, once highly re:arded by the
United States as the sccessful embodiment in that ar=a of the pelicy
of contalnment, has lost rmuch of tha! charm. ot only have Turkey and
Lran softened their attitudes towsrds the Scviet Union, but the pnysical
Soviet presence in th2 Mediterranean, irn Egypt, and in the Indiar Ocean
demonstrates that the Necrtnern Tier leaves =much to be desired as a bar-
rier against Communist expaneion. Although Turkey wili likely remain
important as the Eastern anchor of NATO, the Middle East as a whcle may
appear to become less critical to U.S. defense, much as the Suez Cansl
has receded in importance in American eyes.

With regard to Israel, however, U.S. attitudes sesm remarkably
different. Although she may assess thé threat to Isrscl in different
terms than do the Israeliis themselves--29 in the racect case of holding
in abeyance a decision to sell more warplanes--the United States appears
unwilling to let Israel be overwhelmed by her Arab neighbors. This may
continue to be true through the 708, even though the U.S. may seem to
view Israell independence as ever less closely tied to threats to Ameri-
can freedom.

The Soviets, by contrasc, seem ever more interested and ever more
deeply involved in the Middle East. Frustrated for ycare in their drive
t> the souwth, the Soviets may now feel they have found in thelr arrange-
wents in Egypt a xey to unlock the southern door. Although their ini-
tial objective may have been only to decrease American influence in the
area, they have undoudbtedly gone beyond that by now aud cee their own
influence growing ia the UAR and ir the Mediterranean. They may find

that they have disappointingly~-and perhaps dangerously--little control
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over events in the Middle East, but the Soviets are unlikely to give up

the position they have gained at such cost. They may be induced to take
further steps to protect that pesition, in spite of the hazards of deeper
comnitment to the Arab cause.

The Middle East appears to be of special importance to the Soviets.
Initially the key to their extension of meaningful power into the Medi-
terranear, it also forms a base for expanding into Africa and the Indian
Ocean area, and the Russians may be expected to exploit opportunities
that arige for moving out from that base. In the likely Soviet view,
the Middlc Eas: mAy ﬁave becomera part of ﬁhe oﬁerall USSR defense system
and a cornerstone in the extension of that system southward.

Because of the volatile nature of the Middle East, however, Russian
gains in this area have probably not yet been solidified. Althougzh she
will direct her efrorts to that end, the Soviet Union may still display
considarairle cautioi because of the latent danger of a confrontation

with the HUniced 5States.
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